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ABOUT THIS REPORT

The 2016 Visitor Satisfaction and Activity Report (VSAT) presents the results of a survey

conducted annually by the Hawai 6i Tourism Author

program. The survey measures the opinions of visitors from eight visitor groups: U.S. West, U.S.
East, Japan, Canada, Europe, Oceania, China and Korea regardingt h e i r recent

Selected U.S. West, U.S. East, Japanese, Canadian, European and Oceania visitors were mailed
a survey form or were contacted via email to complete the survey on-line. Beginning in January
2016, data for Chinese and Korean visitors were collected via intercept surveys at the Daniel K.
Inouye International Airport using iPad tablets.

There were four objectives for the survey and the report. The first objective was to provide

trip

t

measurements of survey respondentsd s a.fThesepogact i on
describedvi si t or s6 eval uat i on o finvestibating theirveactiocmtoevens e x per i

that occurred on the island on which they stayed the longest. Visitors rated their stay on four
different evaluation categories i overall satisfaction, how well their experience matched their

expectations, likelihood of recommending H a w até obhirs, and likelihood of returningtoHa wa i 6 i

within the next five years.

The second objective was to investigate the activities in which visitors took part as they visited
each of the islands on their itinerary. VSAT measured 50 activities which were categorized as
sightseeing, shopping, history, culture and arts, entertainment and dining, recreation and
transportation. Business activities, sports, wedding and family celebrations and visiting with
friends and relatives were also measured. Those activities defined the vacation trips enjoyed by
Ha wa ivisitordasd provide a measure of the extent to which our products are being used.

The third objective was to offer some insights into the destination selection and trip planning
process, as well as the timetable involved in planning and booking a trip. Survey data showed
that visitors employed a variety ofres our ces t o pl an, select and

The final objectivewas t o provi de demogr aphi .¢VSATpuwldditohether
demographic and travel behavior patterns from this survey, the Domestic Inflight Survey and the
International Intercept Survey?. Together, these sources provide data on income and education,
employment status, life-stage segments, First-time or Repeat visitors, the structure and type of
the visitor party and reasons for visiting Hawaié. This represents an enhanced level of detail not
available from HTA® annual and monthly visitor reports.

This report and the companion Excel workbook of 2016 VSAT data tables are available on the
HTA website: www.Hawaiitourismauthority.org/research/reports/visitor-satisfaction.
For further information, contact the HTA at (808) 973-2255.

book

of

This report was produced by H-TAG6 s Tour i s m R e sJemaifercChun,dVis. Minti-ChauMs .

T. Chun and Mr. Lawrence Liu. The President and CEO of HTA is Mr. George Szigeti.

1 Hawai 6i Tourism Authority, -18anual Research Report,

2015,
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http://www.hawaiitourismauthority.org/research/reports/visitor-satisfaction

DEFINITIONS

Visitor: Anout-of-st at e traveler who stayed in Hawayeari f or a
I n this report, findings attri but eaghttvisitormarkets:i t or s 0
1. U.S. Westi Pacific states (Alaska, California, Oregon, Washington) and Mountain states

(Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, Wyoming)
U.S. East i Other states in the continental U.S.

Japan

Canada

Europe 1 United Kingdom, Germany, France, Italy, and Switzerland
Oceania i Australia and New Zealand

China

Korea

© N A WDN

Visitor Lifestyle and Life stage: A classification used by HTA and other visitor industry members
in Ha w ato study specific market segments using the following classification:
x  Wedding/Honeymoon: Visitors whose primary or secondary purpose of trip is to get
married or be on their honeymoon
x  Family: Visitors traveling with children under 18 years of age and are not included in the
above life stage
Young: Visitors between 18 and 34 years of age and who are not in the above life stages
Middle Age: Visitors between 35 and 54 years of age and not in the above life stages
Seniors: Visitors 55 years of age or over and not in the above life stages

Length of Stay: The average number of days visitors were present in H a w ainclading the day
of arrival and the day of departure.

OVERVIEW OF VISITOR INDUSTRY

Ha wa i 6 isfd ;mdudtry achliieved new records in total visitor spending and visitor arrivals in
2016, marking the fifth consecutive year of record growth in both categories. Total spending by
visitors to the Hawaiian Islands increased 5.3 percent to a new high of $15.91 billion. A total of
8,934,277 visitors came by air or by cruise ships, up 2.9 percent from the previous record of
8,679,564 visitors in 2015. Total visitor days rose 2 percent from last year. The average spending
per day by these visitors ($197 per person) was also higher than in 2015 ($191 per person).

Arri val s b yoseRiparcertto 5430 22Mvisitors in 2016. There were 2,634,237 visitors
who came by air to Maui, up 3.7 percent from 2015. Ar r i val s texlined® pevckna to
58,932. There was a 7.9 percent growthi n ar r i v a tos3,02bvisitold)n Aarivdls to(the
island of Ha w aincieased 2.3 percent to 1,549,943 visitors whi | e arr i vgpewd.2t o Kau
percent to 1,187,269 visitors.

For a complete anal ysi s of Hawai 60i 60 s ervad teei 2016 rAnnuain\isitos t r vy , p
Research Report posted on the HTA website at:
www.hawaiitourismauthority.org/research/reports/annual-visitor-research

and click on 2016 Annual Research Report (pdf).
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VISITOR SATISFACTION

Visitor satisfaction levels are an important indicator of visitor industry performance. They provide

important feedback on how well services are delivered and how well those services fulfill visi t or s 6
expectations. Hi gh satisfaction encourages return
to recommend Hawai Oi a (See dhe eompmarian iExcel wodkkoskt of 206t | 0 n
annual VSAT data tables posted on the HTA website).

OVERALL RATING OF MOST RECENT VACATION TO HAWA'| ¢ |

Figure 1 , shows the percent of respondents who- rated
point scale). The majority of visitors in 2016 gave high marks for their overall experience in
HawhandAealcl ent 6 ratings f or shighereconmparedwi2@lb.t or mar ket

Figure 1: Overall Rating of Trip
(Percentage of Visitors Who Rated this Most RecentTr i p AExcel |l ¢nt o by MMA
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1 In 2016, 77.9 percent of Japanese respondents gave excellent ratings to their most recent trip
t o Ha wa.2 points from phe previous year.

1 Ratings by Oceania (+4.8 points), Canadian (+4.4 points), U.S. West (+3.7 points) and U.S.

East (+2.2 points) also improved compared to 2015.

Ratings by European visitors were similar compared to last year.

Three out of four Chinese and Korean respondents in 2016 gave excellent ratings to their trip
to Hawai Oi

=a =4

2 Percentage of respondents who rated their most recent trip a 7 or 8 where 1 = poor and 8 = excellent.
Hawai 0i Tourism Aut Wor i t20% Visitor Satisfaction and A&eitgrt



MEETING VISITOR EXPECTATIONS

Visitorsd evaluati on of bytthe eature ofthe sepiceithey receivie,lbut e nc e d |
also by their needs, interests and expectations.Vi si t or s wer e asked ietldo t heir
imet o or Adid not meetd expectations.

In 2016, ratings of exceeded expectations by visitors from most markets have increased
compared to last year.

Very few respondents from U.S. West (3%), U.S. East (3%), Japan (2%), Canada (2%), Europe
(3%), Oceania (4%), Korea (3%), and 7 percent of Chinese respondentss ai d t hat Hawai 6i
meet their expectations.

Figure 2: Trip Exceeded Expectations
(Percentage of Visitors Who SaidthisTr i p A Ex& eExdppac tbaNMMA) n s
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1 A higher percentage of Japanese (+4.6 points), Canadian (+4.4 points), U.S. East (+4.2
points) and U.S. West (+3.6 points) respondents felt their trip exceeded their expectations
compared to 2015.
1 Ratings by European visitors have shown slight improvements over the past four years.
1 Ratings by Oceania visitors (+2.2 points) were up slightly compared to 2015.
1 Over half of Korean respondents in 2016 said Hawai 06i
f Chinese visitors were more critical Btpercent Hawai ¢

of the respondents felt that wHkwWaripérientealdtheeded t
trip met their expectations.
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LIKELIHOOD TO RECOMMEND HAWAI 01

Highly satisfied visitors are more likely to recommend their vacation destination to their friends
and family. Visitorswereaskedi f t hey were fivery | i kelbyd) ki g e wh
at al Irecdmiméne H & W aas @\iacation place to friends and relatives.

In 2016, only a small percentage of U.S. West (1%), U.S. East (2%), Japanese (2%), Canadian
(1%), European (2%), Oceania (3%) and Korean (2%) visitors said that they would not too likely

or not at all/l |l i kely recommend Hawai 6i. Chinese r
said they would not too | i kely dhe majawity of aisitorsa | | I ik
continued to respond thattheywoul d very 1l i kely recommend Hawai 0i

Figure3: Very Li kely to Recommend Hawai 6i to Friends
(Percentageof Vi si tors fAVeRgcdhomkehyg oHa\deadtioniby MMA)
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1 Nine out of ten U.S. West, U.S. East and Canadian respondents in 2016 would very likely
recommend Hawai 0i to friends and relatives. The
over the last five years.

9 Slightly more than 80 percent of respondents from Oceania and Europe would very likely
recommend Hawai 6i . Their toagdaiagogs in 2016 were si

1 Japanese visitors6é ratings have ih2Emplvwd28r i ng ne
points from 2015.

1 In 2016, 83.2 percent of Korean respondents and 65.9 percent of Chinese respondents would
very |likely recommend Hawai 6i to their friends &
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LIKELIHOOD TOREVISIT HAWAI 61

Likelihood to revisit Hawai o6i is an i Bdchbhaviosi pbor €
deci sion to r et umcedbyaovarietyohfactors.iAmangtheserfactoraiage positive

experiences during their most recent trips, a desire for new experiences, amount of time available,

financial considerations, airline accessandthedi st ance from Hawai 6i

Figure4: Very Li kely to Revisit Hawai 6i
(Percentageof Vi si t or s Ve reyisitlin tikeeNexy Five Years Ry MMA)
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1 Two out of three Canadian respondents in 2016 and nearly 60 percent of Oceania visitors
said that they would very likely returntoHa wa i 6 i in the next five year :
of 6.2 points and 6.8 points respectively, from 2015.

1 Ratings from Japanese respondents improved 2.2 points to 54.5 percent who said that they
would very likely revisit the islands.

! US. Westrespondents continued to show the highest ov
(about 80%). Ratings for 2016 were similar to last year (+0.9 points).

9 Over half of U.S. East (58.5%) respondents in 2016 said they would very likely come back.
These percentages were consistent with 2015.

T With the 1l ong distance and no direct flights to
the lowest percentage of likelihood to return (45%).

9 Eight out of ten Korean respondents and 52.3 percent of Chinese respondents in 2016 said
that they would very I|ikely revisit Hawai 6i i n t

FIRST-TIME /REPEAT VISITORS

Likelihood to revisit is also highly correlated with visitor status (first-time or repeat). Percentages
of first-time and repeat visitors varied across visitor markets. Figure 5 presents VSAT measures
for likelihood of returningt o  H abwfast-témie visitors and Figure 6 presents the same measures
by repeat visitors.

Hawai 0i Tourism Aut B0 r i t2036 Visitor Satisfaction and A&eqigrt



Figure 5: First-timeVery Li kely to Revisit Hawai 6i
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Figure 6: RepeatVi si tors Very Likely to Revisit Hawe
(Percentage of Repeat Vi si t or s 0 Ve reyisitlin theeNexy Kive Years By MMA)
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1 Among U.S. West respondents in 2016, 61.8 percent of first-time visitors said that they would
very | ikely r ef.@points ftom thddpmewiaus year.,Ratings by repeat visitors
(83.4%) were virtually unchanged from 2015.

1 For U.S. East respondents, 44.7 percent of first-time visitors said they would very likely return,
compared to 40 percent in 2015. However, a slightly lower percentage of repeat Visitors (-1.7
points to 68.3%) said that they would very likely revisit.

Hawai 0i Tourism Aut hlor i t2036 Visitor Satisfaction and A&eigrt



1 Among Japanese respondents, there was an increase in the percentage of repeat visitors who
said they would return (+2.7 points to 69.8%), while ratings from first-time visitors (29.9%)
were similar to 2015.

1 For Canadian respondents, 46.9 percent of first-time visitors said they would very likely revisit,
which was an 11.6 points improvement from 2015. A larger percentage of repeat Visitors (+3.5
points to 78.1%) also said that they would very likely return compared to the prior year.

9 For European Respondents, the likelihood of returning by first-time visitors rose 3.3 points to
36.9 percent, while ratings by repeat visitors (64.6%) were similar to 2015.

1 For Respondents from Oceania, a higher percentage of first-time visitors (+7.2 points to
53.1%) and repeat visitors (+6.1 points to 67.1%) said that they would likely return.

1 For Chinese Respondents, 48.3 percent of first-time visitors said they would likely revisit
H a w awhilie i70.1 percent of repeat visitors same that they would very likely come back.

1 Among Korean Respondents, the majority of first-time visitors (77.4%) and repeat visitors
(89.5%) said they would likely revisit the islands in the next five years.

NOT LIKELYTO REVI SI TI HAWAI 6

The percentage of respondents who said thattheywouldin ot t o ofhol at dtl kkélypreturmo r
t o Hawas ithé lowest among Korean and U.S. West respondents and highest among
European respondents.

Figure7: Not Likely to Revisit Hawai 6i
(Percentageof Vi si t or s Netfteo liketye d@&r faNlolt laitkiesliyto Haowavi O i
inthe Next FiveYear s o by MMA
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1 For European respondents in 2016, the percentage of not likely to return improved to 23.4
percent, the lowest in the last five years.
1 Ratings by Oceania (-5.3 points) and Canadian (-3.9 points), Japanese (-3 points) and U.S.
East (-2.7 points) respondents were also better compared to 2015.
Ratings from U.S. West respondents were similar to a year ago.
Among Chinese respondents in 2016, 16. 2 percent
For Korean respondents, only 5.1 percent said that they would not return to the islands.

=A =4 =4

Reasons for Not Revisiting Hawai Oi

Respondents to the 2016 survey who said that theywouldi n mal i kel yo or fAnot at al
were asked to give the reason(s). A list of 11 reasons were offered in the survey and respondents
could check all that applied.

Figure 8: Reasons for Not Returning by MMAT A Bar ri er so

(Percentage of 2016 Visitors NotLi kel y t o Revi si t Heareaas) O i in the N
L1,
Want to go someplace new 516
121.2 4
Flightis too long 49
67.4
339
Five years is too soon to revisit
Other financial obligations
13.0
Poor health/age restriction
12.3
0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0 70.0 80.0
OU.S.West £U.S.East mJapan mCanada mOceania WEurope mChina mKorea
The five items in Figure 8 are fAbarrierso to retu
characteristics of the traveler. The six items i
comments that indicate dviisssiattoirs fiancdtuisotnr ywiptrho dHiacw a. i
for the priced is similar to Atoo expensive, o0 but

than its price tag. For all visitor markets, very few respondents said they would not return because
of unfriendly people or poor service.

Hawai 0i Tourism Aut B3 r i t2036 Visitor Satisfaction and A&eitgrt



Figure 9: Reasons for Not Returning by MMAi i Per f or mance | ssueso
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7 %62
I 753
Too expensive 553
526
o 132.3
: 36.9
- 1213
Too crowded/congesteditraffic ? 256
= 123
11 158
Too commercialloverdeveloped % 08
' 257
13
Unfriendly peopleffelt unwelcome 47
: 128
6.1
Poor service 63
6.7
0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0
OU.S.West ©U.S.East mJapan mCanada mOceania ®Europe mChina mKorea

U.S. West: The desire to go someplace new (40.7%) continued to be the primary barrier to
revisiting Hawai 6i a mo nng201B,.sigilar toMass year (38.¥P.Mord e nt s i
respondents mentioned the long flight (+7.5 points to 21.2%), but fewer mentioned other financial

obligations (-6.8 points to 17.2%) as barriers to returning.

The high cost was an issue for a larger percentage of U.S. West respondents (56.2%) compared

to those who came in 2015 (41.2%). More visitors also said that there is not enough value for the

price (+7.6 points to 32.3%) , Hawai 0i i s t oo04.Zpointsna2¥.8%)candttiate st ed  (
they encountered unfriendly people/felt unwelcome (+5.5 points to 11.3%).

U.S. East: Similar to 2015, the long flights (48.1%) and the desire to go someplace new (46.1%)
were the top two barriers cited by U.S. East visitors.

The high cost (+3.4 points 51.7%) continued to be the primary performance issue affecting U.S.
East visitorso6 Otherkemdomsiprovided wereH a vead iugdin.i s t oo cr owdec
(+5.9 points to 17.8%) and there is not enough value for the price (+3.6 points to 16.4%).

Japan: Japanese respondents in 2016 continued to cite more barriers than performance-related
issues as reasons for not returning. Similar to 2015, about half of the visitors said that five years
is too soon to revisit (45.1%). The desire to go someplace new (-1.2 points to 36.4%) and the
flight is too long (+2.9 points to 22.3%) were other barriers cited.
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The high cost (-2.2 points to 25.3 points) remained the primary performance issues for Japanese
respondents, though not as prevalent an issue as it was for the other markets. Only 7.1 percent
(+0.3 points) said there was not enough value for the price they paid.

Canada: The desire to visit someplace new (-6.4 points to 51.4%) continued to be the main barrier
to revisiting Hawai 0 iOthermeasorng prQvaledavdré thenlong/fligist (+8.D r s .
points to 34.9%) and five years is too soon to revisit (-3.1 points to 22.5%).

The primary performance-related issue was the high cost (55.3%) which rose 8.6 points from
2015. More respondents also felt that there is not enough value for the price (+8.5 points to 27.4%)
compared to last year.

Europe: The long flight (+4.9 points to 67.4%) continued to be the primary barrier to European
vi sitorsé return to Hawai 6i . Ot he go somemaseonews pr ovVv i
(+0.7 points to 50.2%) and five years is too soon to revisit (-3.8% to 22.3%).

The high cost has become an increasing concern for European visitors. Over half of the
respondents in 2016 said they wil!l n o3t6%) upeE9s it bec
points from last year. A larger percentage of Europeans respondents also said that there is not

enough value for the price (+7.7 points to 17.5%).

Oceania: Among this group of respondents, the most common barrier for revisiting continued to
be the desire to go someplace new (-2.9 points to 54.6%). More visitors mentioned the long flight
(+7.4 points to 19.2%) or indicated that five years is too soon to revisit (+4.3 points to 19.7%).

In terms of performance-related issues, a larger percentage of Oceania respondents said that
they hoedturning because Hawai 0i i s tandtheeispa nsi ve
enough value for the price (+14.4 points to 36.4%) compared to 2015.

China: Among Chinese respondents in 2016, the desire to go someplace new (47.3%) was the
mai n barrier t o heflghtis®aolang (B0g8%Hhadiieeiyaars is toolsoon to revisit
(20.2%) were other reasons provided. Not enough value for the price they paid (15.5%) and the
high cost (10.8%) were less concerning for Chinese respondents compared to respondents from
other visitor groups.

Korea: Among Korean respondents in 2016, the high cost (52.6%) was the primary reason for
not returning to Ha wandiéated thathetehwasmat enough valledorthei si t or s
price (36.9%), the flight was too long (33.9%) or they want to go someplace new (33.9%).
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INDIVIDUAL ISLAND EXPERIENCE

Each island has unique characteristics, activities, and products that provide different visitor
experiences. The VSAT survey asks Hawai 60i visitors
visited. Overall, the majority of visitors reported that their individual island experiences were
fexcellent.0

Beginning with the 2016 VSAT survey, response options for satisfaction by island were changed
from a 4-point scale to an 8-point scale. While additional variances in the measure will enable
more detailed analysis going forward, 2016 data will not be comparable to previous years. 2016
percentages shown in Figures 10 to 17 were the sum of responses 7 and 8, divided by the total
responses.

Figure 10: Island Experience Rated as fi Ecellentdoi U.S. West
(Percentage of Visitors by Island)
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Figure 11: Island Experience Ratedas A Ex c & U.6.&ast 0
(Percentage of Visitors by Island)
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Figure 12: Island Experience Rated as i Ex ¢ e | il Japann 0
(Percentage of Visitors by Island)
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Figure 13: Island Experience Rated as fi E x ¢ e | il Gamatla
(Percentage of Visitors by Island)

1 A higher percentage of Canadian respondents in 2016 continued to give excellent ratings
to Kauadéi and Maui compared to Odbébahu and the i

Figure 14: Island Experience Rated as fi Ex ¢ e | 1l Eamoped
(Percentage of Visitors by Island)
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